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(Pare 1 of criz. 
The Prosecution has charged dofenlant SEER with violations 


cf 111 4 prints cf the indictment, which essentially coincide with 


stipulntiens of Par, 62 = c). Tho French Prosecution which has 


ubstantinte: more tefinitely the individual cherves acning 

from charting iefen ant SPER with a vic 

of the Statute ef the Penal Orde and domnanis only 

nst SPEIR cf Par. 6b nnà c). “Zowover, since the 

of e-nspiracy during the oral proceedings has frequen 
elorifics Sy referrinzg to the person of th 


the assertion wns set forth thet the defendant 


A Nf FIR, 6a) of the 
way of precaution. 


The defendant SPEER hrs therefore, 


when thi 
TORA ; 
mich wes expan 
yerrs loter, n > German Reich ns 
ecapitulnted in May 1945, A 
Givernm nt afiairs, nll the 
sether taken place and 4efontnnt 52777718 activity 4 


actully existin= situntion to the slivhtest oxtent. 


brings 
orin 


nûnnt had not contributed in tho least to 
ne His previous activity was that of an archit 
msclf oxclusively with peace time construction 
t contribute by his sctivity, cither toward preparation 
war violsting internatine treatics. (Compare Doc. 
US Ixh. 216, p 29). If under the circumstances which Par. 


۹ 0 
the Statute motorially nnd lermnlly charnetoriscs as ۸ 


act it were a case of generally prevailins ن46‎ 1 low. 





۷ 


and if inûividurl culpability of persons who bring about these facts 


. ` 
(Pare 2 of orig. > 


of the case were generally recor-nized in 

SSR in my opinion covld still not be held responsible for tl 

facts, for not the slishtest evidence hrs bern produced durin 
LAIR contributed towards bringing abaut these f-cts,. 

his connection we must consider that culpability of cn attitude 


requires that the person in question must heve contr 


s which 
لے‎ es) Jn 


some wy or other tow rds the bringing about of the fact 
been declared punishable, i.e. he must have crused the result which 
was declared punishxble to be brought nbout. If, however, ^s in the 
sase under considerntion, ٥6۶3۰ 5 SEIR entered the Government with- 
out having contributed anything at all townrds the so-cnlled crimes 
against pence, he cannot be charged with 31ء‎ 
tùis, even if such responsibility coud De 

eovernment,. The Prosecution 
innt ےط‎ accepted ~nd .or proved 
by Joining the governmcnt. 
civil law cannot be applied to criminel law. Cr 
only to circumstances consistinz of nctio: 
niout the circumstances declrred punishable 
the introduction of the legal concept of 


reference may be mde to 
nsoirncy. The leenl views sét forth in thet statement 
ject of my detailed statement. In order to nvoid 
to it, Fs woll 7s to the full statom 
1, therefore, be confirmed thot 
cannot be charged with ~ 
Ihc personel intorrogntion of 


cx -minntion rognrdinz his activity have 


osition ^as architect, cxerciged exclusively ~re 


artistic functions "18 in the Iorty sot-up, SEIR wos 
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(Page 3 of orig.) 
construction in tho HISS staff; here it was ہ۶‎ 
Pll to do with “ny form of preprr-tion 
rorty, Wich st ¢ to seize and influcnece ^11 the vitel func- 
people, had created the position of commission: r for con- 
struction, to execute and shape the Farty structures uriformly. For thcir 
region nl lenders of the Si 
othcr Frrty offices were to apply to tis office for consultnti 
however, they availcd themselves of this only to ¬ very slicht ext 
turally it vas a purely -rchitectonic task, 
person for whom building was performed (Bauherr). It strove to givo 
its buildings a uniformly representative character, Considering the pe 
ty of architectionic will to fashion thincs, 
iis own intentions in solving tho problems p 
of the defendant وہ‎ ct 7۴1٤ 
secondary importance, since he did 
sposal. It would bo erroncous to try 


defendant 


functions prior to and 
es minister (Compare Spo. 
appe rence of the 
this ectivity hed nothing at 211 to do 
on the contrary, his activity wis rath 
end equip- 
a very gerea n m which rearmmont might otherwise 
directly or indircetly, The construction projects as 
morcover, cnlculstedinand planned fer shead, They could 
ause the impression in SPEER thet SITLER reckoncd wih a long 
is thereforc, out of the gic the defendant prior to 
assumption of office -s Reich M ter to hove contribut 8 
or indircetly to the renlization of facts, which are charnetcrizc 
of the Statute ns erimcas against pence, The fact too, that t 


ast 


was a member of tho Reichstag from 1941, cannot bo quoted in supvort by 


the Prosecution, because 
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(Enge 4 of oriz.) 
c rrosccution itsclf pointcd outs the Reichstag in the suthorit-rinn 
hrs sunk to complete insignificance and hna become meroly 
thet aseepted and s2clamded the Fuchrer's decisions. 
also responsibility for the guilt of wor is out of the guostion, for 
sctivity whet over of the Reichstag is recognin ble 
^r to the Sovict Union ond the United States, 


French Frosecution, therefore, justly des 


defendant with an offence -erinst Prr. 


defendant SE 


Lac Frosecution repro? 

Convention on 

services con demrndod of n 
occupation army; moreover, th 


reseurces of the country 


concerned > take part 


icipation clrur), 


r against the Soviet 


ntion could be considered 


in oxamining the question, the point is to be determined whothor depor- 


4 Våd 


tatiarof leborers from territ ores 
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( Page 5 of orize ) 

Occupied in war-time by an enemy power cen be justified in virtue of Arte 52) 
of the HLO. drt 52) constitutes a limitation of Art. 46) of the ELO, inasmuch as 
the principle is stipulated that fundanentally the population of occupied territor 
ies and their property are to be involved as lettle as 
will allow. Startins fron this principle, it is now necessary to examine 
ih virtue of it, a deportation for the purpose of securing labour potential 
the essential war cconony of a belligerent country is prohibited to any extc 
In this repect, the question cons 
the deportation carried out by the occuDyinz 
with conventions azreed upon with the Ge ment of the country occupied by 
bellitercnt alee The Prosecution have defended the view that such conventions 
are lczally void because they were made uncer the constraint of occupation 
because the Government existinz in France during the time of occupation coul 
be considercd as representative of the French Natione 

he first point of view cannot support the contention of the Proscenticne 


International juridical conventions will always be influenced in their 


the respective conters of zravity of the contractin? particse In every 


> 


treaty concluced between a victor and a vanquished State, this roporti 
centers of gravity will be refleted in the contents. This is not however, contra 
to the nature of trectics, 

The second point, in virtue of which the Prosecutio 
azreenent between the German and existint French government, relative to the 
assisnment of labour potential, is equally ineffectucale The ٭ّع‎ 8 Vichy 


Government existing at the tine wa he only Government existinz in French 


metropolitan territory: it was the lawful successor of the 30vernnent in office 


before the occupation, and internationally acknowledzed by the fact that states 
then not yet involved in the war preserved diplomatic relations wi 
Moreover, it cannot be taken for rented that the disposition 


in the conventions by the French 





0 MINN 


کم OC ٦‏ 
cooserave‏ 
مم تہ او کا ا چیہ مل" 
لااد ا 
ses] situi‏ 
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has already been explained by Dr. STEINBUER in his exposition concerning the 
activity of defendant SEYSS-INĻULRT in Holland. To avoid repetition, I refer you 
to these explanations. 
Eastern countries are concerned, we must start from 
thet the Soviet Union did nct become a contractinz party to the HLO», It re 
however, to be examined whether the principle set down in Arte 46, 
with reference to the treatnent of civilians 
lizerent country by the enemy, is not be cons 
alið International Lay 1 therefore applicable even if the bellozerent country 


concerned is not specif party to the HILO, On exaninsation of this question, 
deportation of workers from occupied territories would prove to be illeval, 
s that a particular circumstance sust come up to cancel 
The case of emerzency stipulated by International Law can be considered as 
one such cireunstancee Of course, the theory International Law is controversial 
as. to whether and in what measure such an emerzency can legaliso an intrinsicall 
illezitimate practico, but the admissibility of such an enorzency sust be 
those cases when the State is fizhtinz for its bare existence 


After the unconditional capitulation of Germany had been sade the declared 
such a state of crerzency was to be considered by the Germa 

State as having arisen, since there remained no dounbt but 

intention of the enemy to destroy the Gerran State to its very fourde 

Indeed, this emerzency can be considered to have been already existent at 

an earlier staze, after it had become clear that the war had ceased tc 

conecived by the HLO, a settlement of differences between two States, 

become a war in which was sought, not only to strike at the fizhtin; 

of the bellizerents but primarily the economic forces 6f the belligerent Nations, 

and thereby what is rime sir war potentiale The HLO rests upon a con= 


cepticn of war which was overwhelued in the first World Wer and such more so 


jn the second Vorld Ware If in the first orld Yar the bellizerents 
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souzht to strike at eah other's econory by blockade and counter~blockade, 


= 
in the seecnd World War they have moreover, in addition to the more indirect 
effect of blockade, introduced direct damagin; action against the enemy by the 


destruction of its production installations by means of serial were Aze 


D 


the conception of war at the base of the HLO, a complete 


a 


In view of the consideration that a country can oniy resist 


7 گ ما ے ہر اط ہس ہم 4 g‏ م 


equipped adversary if it hos, itself, at ; dis; Ll a potential 
POET و رن سس می پر شید‎ MO Ne EELS WIS ere late NER وش‎ Ra LIAL GAG EINE ID لہ ۰ کیو سو یں‎ 


1 
ted production, the object of this var was primarily to destroy this productive 

f the adversary. This was the ain of th British blockade, not 
only of Germany but of every c y tm the erman sphere of in 1216766 ۰ Dr. 
KRANZBUEHLER has already discussed the a estions related to this subject. 
Refenence can be 
was primarily waz 

onal territory but 


occupied torritcories. 


itinuous air raid was directed avainst econc 
Holland, the Czech Territorics, F land, justria, 
as its further ain the interruption and pu tinz out of action 
communications System, not only on the 


0 


of 


war overlapped the bounds 
not make any more di ren between the national territory 
occupied territories which arc likewise included in the enemy 
made it its purpose to destroy not only the natix 
but the econonic productive eapacity of the adversary, one can 


national enerzency, When defendant SPEER was appointed Minister, the 
O d ۰ 


we have just Wescribed was in full swinz on either sido» It 


task of ص8‎ ۵ Gepor tient to solve just the production problems resultinz fron 





ni 


(Page 9 of orig.) 
placed in the niddle of this economic war. It must be furthor examined 
whother and to what extent the measures taken on the German side were 
expedient in remedying the statoiof emergency. 

In the course of the trial, the Prosecution had claimed on several 
Occasions that the izported labor wos intended to be used as labor for 
servico at the front. This is certeinly one of the points of view which 
induced Germany to resort to foreign workers, but it is by no terns 
only valid, not even indeed the overwhelmingly decisive point of vicw. 

It is a fact thet the total block-de of the Gorran Reich carried out by 
the adversary compelled the Reict m ineressing extent to build plants 
for the production of substitutes in ordor to carry on the wr in its now 
efinitcly technical form, It is another fact that the disturbances of 
economic lifo caused by acrinal warfare made i 20 y to resort to an 
increasing uso of labor Merely es an example, allow me to mention how 

tional labor was necessary for the revair of air raid darase 

This situation involved a Ate mergeney, inasmuch : 


a wer of sclf-preservation would not have been possible 


۹ 


of such edditional oduction plants. 


therefore illegal fron 
s defendant SPEER is concerned, this iuch 
said in his favor, that he believed in the existence of such a 
reason to GO SO. wiination of evidence 
revenled that the backgrounds of the origin of the war, so far as 
they have been exposcd he the Prosecution, were not known to most 
of the dofendants, but least of all to defendant SPEER. 
as the devortation of foreign workers to the Reich constitutes 
ely illegal measure according ta Intcornetional Law, it romains 


exanined what shere 
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f it cen be charged to SPEER. At his interr-gation, prior to the beginning 
of the Triol on 15 October 1945, defendant SPIER hes admitted having known 
thet, et least as for beck es Soptember 19:12, foreign workers hed reased to 
come volunterily/ the Reich. We seid he had sc untenenced the compulsory نا2628‎ 
becfuse there wes no other possibility cf meeting the lebor ro wiromonts in 2 
diffororit wey. It must be concluded from this declaration thet the defendent 
was convinced of tho necessity of this emergency moesure. Subjectively, it must 
thorefore be considered in his favour thet he boliovod in the oxistonce cf suc} 
e stato of omorgeney oxcluding illegelity. But in the first placo it must be 
oxrminod, <۵ to whet oxtont defend-nt SPEER has actuelly contributed to the 
institation of doportetions to Germeny. In t respect, wo must stert from th 
princivlo thet dof SFEER had >. purely tochnic?l task which he hes 
ufficiontly described in his evidence. Reference cen be nado thoreto. For 
tho fulfilment of his task, ho stetod his labour ro mironmts. How those 
rovuironents wore met hes beon ot: by witne ؛‎ SCHIBSER end SCHMEIL 
Roquironments wore submittod s 
SAUCIEL to satisfy’ thon, These ro uiremonts included 
rojyuired, and it was the ecndofondent SAUCKEL's task 
Feeording to possibilities nd to his bost judgnont. It wes for hin to 
out =n oxhcustive round-up of domestic l-bour potentiel >s woll as th 
Jf foreign l-bour,. That 1602 it a point to procure Gorman 
the first pleco for the tasks to I ied out by him and for which 1 
sioned by the Government, hes 
II, `Pegos 109,115,117,115.129) as thoir intorrogetion. That th 
satisfaction of his lebour demends for the =chiovonent of his tesk; the incre: 


of armement production, wes admittedly :f consider? ble though not decisive 


importance, is evidenced by the testimony of witness SAUR (Document Book II p. 


according to which 





۷ 


an incroase of + to 4.9. million workers wes schiovod for t 

finishing industry ( for the whole armencnt industry) during 

-etivity <٥ Armement Minister, whilst th LC f aron pe, 3+ 7 
the proportion of 5 1/2 and up to 7 in meny dopertrents. It must therefore 


1mind th°t the incroese of armement procuction incunbont upon ٥26ع‎ 
primsrily achieved, not through increase of labour potontiel, but 
of 


and orcenisstionsymorsures. It m be 


he defend? nt, procuronen 


defondent hes mite pleusibly stated thet ho hed dem=ndod 


thet he had insistod un heving Gernen workers firstd 


extent in which it wes 


mii d Pa‏ ٭ = حم حسم وہ 
purpose of provontin‏ 


) the Wotsern countries and 18٦621164 
-cetuated by the knowledge thet the conscrintion cf workers fron 
legium would be stopped. The consequonce of his talks with tho 
ter Bicholonne was, as tho defendant oxpleinod at his 
pr*ctically the he deportation cf w orkors to Germany. The results havo 1 
accurstoly described by the Genor#1 Lebour Commissioner >t tho sos 
Contrel Planning Board on the 1 Merch 1944 pe 32/3 SPEER Doc. 
svory resistence opposed tc this policy ( SAUCIEL's letter to HIT 
tod 17 Merch 1944, Doe. 3819 PS) SPEER norsevored in his purposo. Tho report 
HITLER's conferonce on 4.1.1944 submitted by the Prosecution under No. 556-28 
shows too, by tho decision adopted, thet tho protected industrios, tho -bdoliti 
of which SAUCLEL tried to obtain, wore to romain inaccessible to soizuro by 


SAUCKEL's 1°bour conscription. 





۵۷ 


-0014 


(Pace 12 of orige) 


-ra 


(compare also SFEER Exhibit 10, pace 26) SFER wanted to employ 
French workers in Frence, in the effort to transfer production of con- 
sumer goods and products which did not represent arms production to the 


occupied Western territorics, He wished to utilize for armament production 


the German workers, mide availebdle throuzh the closing down of German 


plantse ( Document R 124, pp 33/34 of 


were e 


1 Taat r A 
workers : ne estcrn areas 


he 00 


dustries it must also derived from 


once through the 


defendant SAUCKEL, fre 
French economy. on the other hand 
to “rench economy, on the other hand 


from consumer rood French hands, This 


Fronc? : 
French Û manufacture weapons and 


the German authorities woul’ surely not have 


A ا‎ 


offices, If in tho session of 20 Junc 1946, the 


mal summarized its misgivings as to the manncr in which we presented 


Our eviuence, to the offoet thet purposeful questions were irrelcv: nt, then 


the viewpoint of the defense on the c ntrary may be cstablishod that this 


speech is only for the purpose of clarifying the question of legality clear 


French 
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Government wae justified in decreeing compulsory labor service 
employing French workers on the basis of this de » or on the 
voluntary labor contracts, were provided wit. orders on German ET no 
legal objection couldbbe raised. The establishment of protected industrics 
wiich hintered withdrawel of laborers and their transfer to Germany, 
removal of some individuel branches of production to France, selgium and 


led to the objective of satisfying the requirements of Gorman Sconoiy in a 
legelly unobjectionable menner although defendant SPEER cic. not completely checb 
> J J 
tho transfor of workers, ho nevertheless did succoed in decre:sii 
ment eppreciebly, Instesà of the policy of trans] 2 foreign workers to th 
wes pursued by other Reich offices 
Objective of comsitting the labor for sis purposes 


Bxaibit 9, pege 24 ana SPEER Exhibit 11, p76? 27 of the SPEER cCocunent 


To this extent he worked ageinst the tentency of c ) ng workers from their 


order to prove the essertion thet JER he? d si z7 perticipated in 
snsificetion of deportation for force? labor, the prosocution refers to 
56-PS which represents ea file momo by SAUCKEL, concerning e telephon 
ation with SPEER on 5 January 19 n con 0 bis, the copy of ti 
Yushrer protocol of 3 to 5 Jan 43, which was the object of the telep-rone conver 
submitted. Even if here also sharp renerks by HITLER are ro- 
does 
aAcless/not reveal the tendency which wes noted by SAUCKEL in hi 
et thet tiie 
SAUCKEL, Tho order issued to SPEER in this Fuehrer protocol for the nansgenent 
the French aruenent industry, geve aim a pretext for the establishment of 
protected industries. The termination of labor `connitment from 
by accomplished, consequently, therefore, tne opposite of what the 
would like to prove. Reference must bdmade hereby to docunmsnt 
duo to the SPEER-EICHELONUS 


3 


ber 1943 had been decreased about 1/10. 


ee 


1A Ya ر‎ nt 
BER document book 
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( Page 14 of original) 
In weighing the question as to what extent this oxonerates the defendant ,i 
is of no importance waether he acted in such a way for reasons of expediency, ٤ 
because he considered the other procedure as illegal. What solely matters in 
is the success which actually brought to an essential standstill the 
transfer of labor forces to Germany, as evident from the document quoted Rr 22. 
It is finally evident from the Fuehrer Protocol of 19/22 
19 of Doc.Book SPEER, 
in spite of the loss of ind 
of other Departments to bring the unemployed workers to Germany, SPESR carried 
throush the maintenance of his protected industries, 
commitment of d definitely. 
examines the measures of 
cannot be invoked in the case of the defendant SAUCXEL and this 


- 


When he took over his post in the year 194 


to Reich Territory hed already been practiced for 
assumption thet the lezal foundations for these mo 
their introduction. «as did not heve the leg duty of examining independently 
he could rely on the asswup' a, ne offices handling lebc 
d the legal basis of their activity. “0 hed it confirme 
to nim repeetedly by the Plenipotentiary for Lebor in the course 
that tho transfer of lal ( $i was carried out strictly 
rely on it thet the authorities charged by the 
procurement of labor would on their pert cxemine tas moa 
carried out by them for the execution of these tasks as to their legal admissi 
lity. The activity of the defendent within the framowork of the Stato direction 
ansferred to civil law, be compared with that of the technical Work 
a fectory, where SAUCKEL's position would correspond to that of a 
dircctor of o Personnel office. ch a case the technical Works Manager’: 


duty is A omino if and to what extent the employment contracts conclude 


with the individual workers conform to legal reguletions. 
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de hes only to see to it that the lebor forces put at ais disposal to carry out 


(Page 15 of original) 


his tasks are being employed in the right plece in the right menner. This canno 


wr 


be countered with the argument thet the defendant SAUCKEL merely considerec nim 
the defendent SPEER. This would not present a just pictu 


of tasks between the two co-defendents as carrie? out by th 


~ 


State direction. The fact cannot be overlooked, that of all the sectors whic. 


wor 
hut 


put in their requisitions to the defendent SaUCKEL, tue ones presented by the 
defendent SPEER were the most inportent for the conduct of the wer, and thereof. 
priority over the others. This does not ven, howover, thet 
to sstisfy ebsolutely ell the demancs of the sector represented by 
es evident from the collective 
evidence, perticularly the 


3 7 


De 114) and KESAL (Doc.book I, 
of the other sectors, which were all 
equally urgent, end ie labor potential 
ell the demends 
4 tool who had 


differences between th 


Llenipotentiary 


turvention of the defendant SPER 


SavCKEL had been inore or less = t defendant 
extent. This 
functions as Armen 


he procurement 


carried out by the Ministry of Labor could not fill 
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This activity represented, within the frame-work of the Ministry of Labor, only 
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a snall fraction of its overall functions. 

Ministry of Lebor could not overcome sufficiently tne tendencies of 

leiters in taeir various "Gave" (districts), because every Gauleiter hed 

ambition to prevent tie trensfer of workers fren his Gau to another to the best 

of his ability. The department of the Mini y of Labor, with its pure red- 
appear to be capable of this task, and the suggestion was made tc 


e. Gauleiter with this missi he demand connect 


r Ban o DTT na 3 
eestion of SPIER, nane 


of other existing competencies. 


down, end the defendant SAUCKEL 


the AAAS GOTT Ge a ton و کاب کیا‎ 
vne aerenga DLL was Pesponsid 


would be erroneous. 


in the course of which 
wnt of Labor was discussed, ca 
Prosecution. The Prosecution at terg 
Contral Planning Boerd 
the procurement of labor from foreign countries. 
stated: The Prosecution had only submitted the 
he Central Planning Board the Minutes which were taken down 

regarding the arse of the C but no he decisions which were made on 


the basis of this session. 
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These are, however, decisivee Asyhowevey all the defendant SPEER's reports 
include also resolutions of the Central Planninz Bosrd and contain notes 
placed at the disposal of the Allied authorities, it would have been easy for 
the Prosecution to present such conclusion, from which a decisive cooperation 
of the defendant in the procurement of labour could be dceelucede Such 
conclusions do not exist, however, and cannot therefore be drawn fron the 
fact that at the conferences of the Central Planning Board question of labour 
mobilization were mentioned which the Central Pianninz Board had taken over 
sphere of activitye The decree rezardinz the establishnent of the 
Central Pyanning Board is given in SPEER Exhibit Noe 7 under No. معلا‎ In it 
the labour sphere of the Central Planninz Board is firmly outlined, The 
procurement and distribution of labour should not be included in the sphere of 
competence of the Central Planning Board as the new Office was 
for that purposee It follows also from the testimony that = when the com 
defendant SAUCKEL discussed fully the question of policy of labcur cormmitnent 
befcre the Central Planninz Board = he underlined sharply his independ? nce of 
the Central Pyanning Board and laid weizht thereon that his decisions are 
accountable only to the Fuehrer in the last instances For this I refer to the 
testimonies of the witness KEHRL and the witness SCHIEBER (SPEER Exhe Nos, 36, 
37) « Nothing contradicts the fact that attempts were made in the Central 
Planninz Board to influence the sphere of activity of the General-Plenivoten- 
tiery for Laboure These attempts, however, did not lead to any results» 


In principle it results that the responsibility of the defendant SPER 


for the transportation of labour from the occupied territories to the Reich 


cannot be declused from his activity within the framework of the Central 


Planning Poards 

If the Prosecution charzes the defendant with having known that a great 
portion of the workmen made available to him by SAUCKEL, were brousht to 
Germany azainst their will and that he used these workmen in the industry 


under his supervision, this conclusion ercounters legal critisisme 
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in so far as the removal of l-bor to the Reich were a viola- 
of International Law, such crime would be terminante with the 
of Istor to the Reich. The faet that the persons removed 
Reich territory were assigned for work establ le-ally 
a new sct of fr to which the Prosecution applics the 


"slave lavor! 1 this connection the followin’: shoul be 


Reich Compensation Law anà the ennctnont 


every 
existed for/Gormn a liability tc 
ch the Labor Office 
dispose of the labor of every 
appropriate, and 
+07777 became lik: 


٦ 


“de on -ur part to deny th 


b 
7 


z is f: und 
` \ 

r Land sarfare) 

) Ceegar Landeriog act érygget Mamie Convention! itself which woul 


rt labor eompulsicn in force for Gorman 


of the ceeupies torrit- rics. Since YLO reflects the 
different ct 
ecnsilercticn which were breucht 
sible to -nswor affirmatively th 
ndusively roculntes 


aw 


ticn authoritr, 


) 


For A correct evaluation 
mitted thet the Prosecution 
labor liability enn be 
ascuminge the secution's contention c > lack carl justificaticn 
for the 1 e laber liability to forcien naticnel 
territories, thore romeins the need for ch cking the oxtent to which 
culpability ccul® be clrimed fer 


5 وہ‎ liens OTD =~ ine 7 
lefendant SPEER because of the er 


oyMent of labor hold under such campulsicn. 
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defendant SIER, although he was not responsiblo for this, 

emptes to facilitate the living conlitions of thcso workers 

he has also helped to correct bad conditions - insofar as thes 
his nttontion =~ is shown by Exhibits 3,4 and 5 of the 


document book (Fag of the document book). 
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Reference should 70 


be mate to the testimony of the defendant himself, in direct cxaminntion 


ıs in cross-cxamination, when he described his retivity in that 


Justice Jackson, the American Chief Prosecutor when placing before the 
cndant SPIER during his cross-exaninntion ^n serics of documents, purpor- 
prove the bad treatment of fercign workers by the firm of KRUIT 
A thet he Aces not hol? the defenitant SPEER res- 
for such intivicunl incidents (sce page 11861 of the Gorman trans- 
f Court procecdings). 
The documents involved wre the affidavit of Dr. JAEGER (docurert D-288), 
Dr, STRV.TIUS; ^a lettor of the Locomotive Manufacturing Depart- 
ment of the firm of KRUPE, date Februcry 1942, just after the defeniant 


وکت 


SPEER had taken office ns Reich Minister, Conditions as described therein 


calle for ا5227‎ 8 intervention with EITLER in Merch 1942 (SPER Exhibit 


\ 
paco 7 of Document Book SPEER). Another document ~nlso submitted, doe- 
s they provailcà when Russian laborers 
canc sen in 1941, in other wors, befcre the defendant SPDR took 
office. Document D-258, USA Exhibit 1o, 896, which enme up Curin: cross- 
examination was not produced as ‘proof of charge against the cefondant, as 
state. by Justice Jackson (page 11872 of the Gorman transcript of Court 
Proccclings), Further documents thon submitted nll ced with incidents in 
the Krupp Works, To the oxtent to which he was able to do so, the defendant 
explnind all of them, These docurrr+: show that improper conditons of a 
general n-ture for which the firm of Krupp might be held responsible resul- 
ted from the effects of air bombardment and demolition of living quarters 


incidental theroto, But even if the incidents cited should hare actually- 


Occurred with that firm > which the defense is not in a position to verify ~ 


thee incidents would not’ supply adequate ground for the assumption 


the conditions under which foreign laborere worked in armament indus 


were uniformly the same, Picking out only 
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one firm md examining it does not permit the drawing of conclusions as to a 
whole systeme But only findings covering the system as such would yield evidence, 

It is true that this activity of the defendant SPEIR would not essentially 
influence criminal evaluation of his actions in principle, but it would be of 
decisive import in establishing the measure of his participatione 

en the defendant took office, the practice of employing forei 

prisoners of wat was already in existence; is not he who introduced ite Thus 
he should not be considered as the c sinato which may likewise deserve to be 
taken into account for 
possible to abrogate the practice after its establishmen 


È 


foreizn labor in German economy was not somethinz unusual. 


a great number of fòreizn laborers were omployed in a riculture, 


in surface, and in underzround wvworkinzs e 


During the war forcizn laborers fron the East as 


In ordcr to divide off the sphores of jurisdiction of the two 
SAUCKEL and SPEER, how assiznnent io 2 ibution of workers into the establish: 
under the control of the defendant SPEER 

described belowe Acting in behalf of the SPEER Ministry, 
pools assizned to the individual establishments certain Dro 
of the armament prozrame The factory then fizured 
needecde This was reported to the Armanent Command 
the Labor Office where labor requirements of all works were recorded. The 
armanent Commands examined all requests for workers received from all works 


under their jurisdiction and passed them on to the Armarent Inspection Offices. 


labor requirements reported to the Labor *ffices were forwardcd by them to the 


au Labor Officese Armament Inspection Offices collected the requests and 


forwarded then to the SPEER Ministry, Labor Mobilization 
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Division. The Gau Labor Offices directed applications which they received to 


the General Commissioner for the Cuonmnitkent of Labor (Gb.arb.) In this 
n it is noteworthy that in 1942 the SPEER Ministry controlled only 


٦ 3 


construction work and/:rmy armament. Navy and Air armament hend 


quests for labor independently. In the soring of 1943 Navy armement was 


igned to the SPEER Ministry; from then on Navy handled its labor requisi 
of the Labor Carmi. 3% Tivtstons in the fall of 1943 the rest of 

production was added white Aircraft armament continued to handle its requisi = 

tions independently through the General Commissioner for the Mobilization 
viutil august 1944. 
account of these details is ind:spenseble in order to 

Prosocution's assumption, according to which SPEER is scen as the main 

beneficiary of SAUCKEL's mobilization of labor ca: be disproved. 

it is mentioned that alongside of the SIBER Ministry there existed 


٦ 0 


industries and agencies of equal importance, for instance the Wehrmacht 
rort System and so forth; his has also been ^on- 
the testimony of witnesses. The General Commissioner for the 
',Arb.) distributed tao labor at his disposal ancag the 
various essontiel incustrics end agencies, assigned the required labor to the 


د 


>» in turn; referred them to the lvcel lebor offices whe 


allotuent of ind s to tis individual establishnucnts wes handled, 


on the strength of applications whicn had undergone examination through the 
this cumbersome type 
Cure were possible through the introduction of the so-called "red-slip 
wiicn ms applied in the case of exceptionally urgent production 


Exhibit No. 37, pege l-g of Document Book), a certain number 


۶ by the General 


lade available nonto.y by 
Commitucnt of Labor to the Armanca's Ministry, for distribution by the latter 
to the in‘tividwl industrial works under its supervision by way of the industries 
self-adi.inistration agencies, “he individual factory then presented these rod 
slips to tho Levor Office, ari these requests for workers covered b 

Upun without rogerd for the requirements of other essentiel industries 


agvucies, end not until then could allotment of labor be mado to othur 


ostailishnonts, In ell instances where normal requests for labor ere involved, 
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cont'd 


exclusively in the hends of labor authori 
AUCKEL, so that neither the 
offices of the defondent SPEER nor ta 


the distribution. 


or prisoners of war were 
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wes left for the Labor Authorities to decide (Document Book II, pege 105, 109. 
In concluding the presentation of evidonco, the Frosecution submitted 
the decree of 1 December 1942 (Document No, -006-PS), issued jointly iy ŞEH 
end SAxKEL, Tho Prosecution contenêS that this document end tho decroe of 
22 Juno 174+, simultaneously submitt7d, furnish © tesis for sppreisel of the 
power ratioa between Spoor end S-uckol. Therefore, somo commont on this is 
Sppropriate. 
from the decree of 1 Decomber 19-42 it is cloar boyond doubt thet tho Gener 
Commissioner for the Commitment of Labor was ruthorizod to 
he armaments 
for the additional leborers ro wwirdd to carry 


the Gonere1 Commissicnor for tho 


The intention was tc 
possible ceconory in 
thosc commissions was 
of its own lab r for work 
sk assignod to ite It wes tho t= 
١۱ء‎ ۱۵۵ undor its authority to determine the priori 
consider=tion of royuests for labor recoiv tablishmonts undor its 
jurisdiction . They also hed to dotermine which ^ 
to mako workors aveilsble to thor plents whenovor both mado tho sano product 
for tho seno Woh? pent © aot ا‎ ye ted Tok 1 Enti مہ‎ N BURT جم‎ 
it was loft to the Armements Commands to decide whethor tho labor powor thus 
sot froo should bo essignod to sncthor factory in th 7 of production. 
In gonorsl, the allotnont of lebcr romained in tho hand of tho Gonorel 
Commissioner for the Comnittmont of Lebor. The agoncios cf Spoer's Ministry 
wore meroly concorned with circcting the labor elrordy available to those 


brenches of industry as assimmed to these ost blishnonts throught the Gonerel 


Commissionor for the Committmont <f Leb 





The procurement of other labor wes now, 28 before, in the hands of the 
Plenipotentiary General fer Labor, and furthermore the Plenipotentiary- 
General for Labor participsted euthoritavely in the examination of the 
question as tc whet extent plants could relesse labor in order tr make 
it available tc cthers. (Combing-out action.) The authority of the 
Plonipotontiary Genorel for Labor was therefers m o any extent 
through this mutual agreement een him and the Reich Minister for Armanont 
and War Pro@ucticn. His ta was merely now as before tc vrocure labor for 
even given a considerable amount of 6 7 
questions, to lcck over the armament plants subcrdinated tc the 
examine if and to what extent these 
Other plants. 
avilable was to be used in accordance with diroctives 
of the Central Authorities or according te thc ders of the 07 
irmament Commission. It 
using new lahor unskilled in 


rocured threugh the Plenipotentiary—Goneral for 


mament nle 


Commission 
any chanze in the ا‎ 
the Plenipotentisry-~General for Labor had 
whole allocation of labor. 
the Plenivotentiary—Ge 1 1102608 labor on a 
labor which had already bee checked, th it was left to their decision 
to what labor, it native or foreign, i was be furnished. The autho- 
nister for armament in questions of the com- 

mitment of labor were limited tc a large extent to the execution of so-called 
trensfer-actions, i.e. essignment of labor from one armament plant t 
It would be wrong to try tc conclude a considerah 


rity of the Plenipotentiary—General for 


of SPEER's authority from these decrees. It ٣7٦ 


H1261 -0027 
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to 
as wrong/ conclude from this that the influence of the Armament Ministry 


had been increased over other authorities of the Plenipotentiary—General 
for Labor. 
In order apparently to characterize the relationship hotwoen 
SPEER and SAUCKEL, the Prosecution has finelly submitted a file note of 
General TEOMAS, the Director of tho War Economy- end armament Division in 
the OKW g i discussion betwee f PEER himself on the 
one hand, and the Directors of the Armament Offices of the three branches 
of the Wehrmacht on the other hand of 24 March 1942, in which THOMAS states 
that the Fuchrer considered SPHE his main authority and his trustee for 
all economic spheres. This ncte can only be understood in connection with 
the report of the account which General THOMAS gave regarding his activity 
as Director of the War Economy and armament Office, and which he 
presented in excerpt form to the Tribunal under the file No 2353-PS. Prior 
“R's appointment as Minister for armament, THOMAS had tried to effect 
that the position of the General Plenivotentiary for Economy, which had 
providec in the Reich Law, would be expanded to an agency which 
would control the whole war economy. When now the arma my 
confronted with hich demands in cornection with the first wintor cam 
had been sustained 
appointed SPEER tc 
ments and Munitions, THOMAS thought to 
personality, who would recéive the authority which he hac on to 67 
for the Gener-] Plenipatentiary for 22067.06 is da n occur. 
en shown from the evidence, SPEER o scGived the army equipment 
and the construction systom. The subordination of agency of 


Plenipotentiary—-General for Labor under his Ministry, for which the defenden 


PEER was striving, was not sanctioned by HITLER PEER! s rights as Minister 
for Armement are ated by the decree. The generally meintainad expectations 


of Genoral THOMAS, which the latter had linked with SPEER!'s appointment, were 


therefore not fulfilled in any way. SPEER only rocéivod sn, 


authority when, in the year 1943 he tock over industrial vroduction fron 


the Ministry of Eeonemy. But even 





۷ 


yay etati ہمہ‎ f 1 Thomes 
VA ILUCULULOIL | . i ال1‎ o 


nia 
SCCLSLVC 


ہوووحمم 


Anu ۲ Y 





۵۷ 


(Fage 26 of orige) 


as woll as those plants which manufactured machine-boilers and 
vehicles and appliances; also the entire manufacture of raw steel 

and the first stage of preparation (foundries, rolling works, forges) 
as well as the whole remaining subsidiary supply industry wes included 
in ite So, for example, clectro-technical plants, plants which 
produced optical products, plants which nanufectured ball—bea arinzs, 
Cog~wheels, etc, This is shown by the testinony of the witness 


Schieber, (Exhibit No. 37, Question 9, Document book Page 114.) 


Approxinately 80-35% only of the whole irtr production was 
used for the production of armament to tha extent as previously 
described, and 60% for the maintenance of production or for other 
consumers (Reich Railroads, construction of merchant vessels, 
agricul tural machine-export—goods, appliances for the chemical 
industry). We refer to the testimony of the witness Xehrl, which 
has been bubmitted under SPEER Exhibit No. 36, and particularly 
to his answer to question 5, Since the iron quota assigned to the 
armament industry also includes the manufacture of raw steel and 
the stages of Ranufaoture, it can be safely presuned that of 
all the plants which were combined in the arnanent inspections, 
only approximately 20-30% manufactured arnanent products within 
the meaning of the Geneya Convention. Tho details had to be 
treated individually, in order to gain an idea as to what extent 
article 31 of the Geneva Convention could be violat by the 
employment of prisoners—of-war. The Prosecution has presented 
an Affidavit of the American economic statistician DEUSS under 
Noe 2580-8۱ in order to prove thereby how many prisoners—of-—war 


and foresen workers were employed in the armanent industry. 
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The compilation, which is principally supported by numhers taken 


not however, state in which branches of the armament industry the 
individual prisoners-of-war worked, A big enterprise, which, because 
1t falls under one of the above-listed categories and as the result 
there-of was considered an arma nt plant in its entirety, necds 
only to manufacture a fraction or perhaps no weapons or equipment 
which stand in direct relationship to war activities. If prisoners- 
of-war were employed in 4t, thon this occupation does not represent 
a violation of Article 31 of tho Geneva Prisoncr-of-War Conventions 
Such a plant however, epoears collectively in DEUSS' Affidcavite 

The Affidavit thereby loses its value as evidence as to, if and to 
what extent Article 31 of the Geneve Convention was violated by the 


employment of prisoners-of-war in armamente 


The French Froseeution has represented the point—of—vicw, tiat 
the employment of French civilian workers who had been released 
from prisoner-of-war confinenent and who were employed in the 
arnenent industry wes also to be considered a violation against 
Article 3l, This is not applicable. Leginning with the tine of 
their release, the former prisoner-of-war were free people, 
unlinited in their freedon of movement, and only limited by the 
obligations embodied in the contract of employment. In 
to this no French prisoner-of-war could be forced to agree to his 
release with the obligation to make his labor available to German 
inđustrye It was his free decision if ho preferred to accept his 
release as a prisoner-of-war under these conditions; from that 


Moment on he was no longer a soldier, 
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no longer subject to military discipline, received his working 
Wages like every free worker, end was not subjected to any camp 
discipline or any other sinilar circumscribing regulations. To these 
amongst the prisoners-of-war who preferred to agree to their release 
under these circunstances, these advantages apparently appeared 
More valuable thatn the protection which they enjoyed as 
prisoners~-of -war. If they did this then their occupation, even 
in work which in itself 4s prohibited for prisoners-of—war in 
accordance with Article öl, cannot be considered a violation of 
this Article. The employment of prisoners-of-war in the industry 
of the country which is keldin> thon prisoner is not prohibited 
by the Geneve Prisoner-of-War Conventione Only that work.is 
prohebited which is directly connected with military operations, 
for example the use 7م‎ prisoners~of-war for fortification workd 
for the conbat unit. The defendant SPEER cannot be accused of 
anything of this kind, The nenufacture and transport of weapons 
of all kinds as well as transportation of war matericl for the 
combat units. In the arnanent cconony under the control ôf the 
defendant SPEER the only thing which could be considered as a 
Violation of the efSve-mentioned rule is the manufacture of weapons 
and ammunition of all ktindse Such a violation, however, has so 


far not been proved by the Prosecution at all. 


It must furthermore be examined how the assignnent of prisoners— 
of-war to plants took Places According to the testimony of tho 
defendant SAUCKEL, this was done by the War Exonony officors with 
the Military District Commanders submitting the nunher of 
prisoners—ofswar available for work to the District Enploynent 
Offico, and the transfer of the prisoners-of-war to tho plants then 


took place in the sane manner ag with usual labor. 4 difference 
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only existed in that the camp officers ~ the prisoners—6f-war were 
billeted in so-called enlisted nen's canps (Stannlager) - were 
responsible that the directives issued by the OKW for the employnent 
and the treatnent of prisoners-of-—wer were complied with. It was the 
responsibility of these Calip-officers, that in the employnent of 
prisoners-6f-war a violation of Article gl of the Frisonor—of—War 
Convention was rendered impossible. The Commitment Officers (Zin- 
Satzoffigiere) appointed by the camp commanders had constantly to 
control and examine the working conditions and the kind of occupation 
of prisoners—of-war used in 4۴ء‎ plants, and they had to watch 
and see that no prohibited work wes imposed on the prisoners—of-—war. 
The defendant Keitel has riven an exact description of the manner and 
procedure in which the control of prisoners~of—war in the hone area 
Was exercised. Docunents have also been submitted, which zive 


information about the treatment of prisoners—of-=war, 


The prisoners-of-war, who were confined in Assenbly Camps 
(Saxmellagern) were constantly examined by Camp Comultnent Officers 
(Lagercinsatzoffiziere) to see that the employnent of prisoners-of-—war 
was in accordance with Articles 31 and 32 of the Geneva Prisoner-of-War 
Convention. As far as French prisoners-of-war are concerned a special 
competence existed in the person of Anbassador Scapini, who had to 
forward any probable complaints against the use of prisoner-of-war labor 


in violation of International Law to the OKU. 


Complaints of this sort by Anbassedor Scapini 
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were immediately investigated, and if they were found to be justified, 
inprovoiicnts were made. It is of course possible that in such a large 
organization as the large nuzber of French prisonors-of-war made necessary, 
Histakes would also occur occasiona lly. Measures for the correction of 
mistnkes of this kinû are after all provided by the Geneva Prisoners-of- 
War convention itself in its regule sions. These regulations were also 
effective in the last wer. Tho represcntatives of the Protecting Powers 
have on ۸۶1868 bad conditions, which had been brought to théir 
attontion on the basis of comlaints, and they have also demanded and 

ti, 
achieved their abolition. If such mistakes were recognized and reported, 
thoy were then irmediete ly ronedied. It would be incorrect to try to 
conclude a preneditoted syste: from individuel occurences. Tho protection 
of prisoners-of-war which tho xy found in nt Officors 
(Arbe itseinsatzoffizicron), even laid defenuant SPEER open to criticisn 
by individual plant directors, as beins too extensive. 

As for as the leenl rolntions of the defendant SPEER in this respect 
are concerned, it : i 67 i > exployuont of prisoners- 
Of-war in the armanent indu stry is to be fundazentelly regarded as a 
violation of the rules of International Law. After the previously- 
sentioned statenents rozerding the charactor of the plants which wore 
co:ibined in the arcavent industry, this must be answered in the negative. 
Only in so far as prisoners-of-war were actually enployed on the production 
of arms and on the production of im-ediste wer uaterial could we speak of 
a violation of Article 31, That this regulation say have been violated in 
individual cases will not be denied by us. If, for exenple, the photographs 
subiitted by the Anerienn Prosecution show that near the front lines 
prisoners—of—wer were used to unload Hunition-trains, then this doubtlessly 
represents a violation of the rovuletion of Article 31. Tho defendant 
SPEER however, cannot de accused of such incidents, os they do not fall 
under his competences To conclude a violation of the regulations of thi 
Geneva, Prisoners~of-War Convention ona large scale that the eployuoent 


of prisoners-of-war in tho arhament-industry did take place, is not applicable, 
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A further reproach of the Prosecution refers to the violation of Art, 
32 of the Prisoners of War 4greenent, aecordin; to which prisoners of war were 
employed in unhealthy work, in so far as prisoners of var had been employed 
in minese For this a reference is made to the minutes of = Central Planninz 
meeting where the employment of Russian prisoners of war in mines is dise 
cussed. The employment of prisoners of war in mines is not to be consi dered 
as forbidden in itself, and it has been practised in all industrial nationse 
The employment of Russain prisners of war in mines is, theref re, not to 
be objected to, in so far as the prisoners coneoerned were in a ph 
condition that enabled them to do heayy mininz works It has not been establishc 
and proved by the Prosecution, that these prisoners of war were not physicaly 
fit for the work given theme From the fact, that the mployment of prisoners 
of war in Mines was discussed and approved, it eannot be concluded that 
Arte 32 of the Prisoners of War Agr 
prisoners of was has to be examined legally from various 1 
German Government has taken the point of view, that Sovict prisoners 
Should be treated on a different legal basis than the subjects 
States, who were all parties to the treaty of the Geneva Prisoners of viar 
Convention of 1929, whereas the Soviet Union had not sizned this asrecmenite 
The Sovict Prosecution has presented Document EC 338/ USSR 356, an investizatic 
according to international law of the Foreizn Counter~Intellizenee Office 
(Amtes Ausland Abwehr) in the Hizh Command of the Wehrmacht, concerning the 
legality of the reculations issued on the treatment of Sovict prisoners of War, 
and levelled sharp eritieism at the latter, The essential point is that in 
this report the view is expressed, that as a matter of foundamental principle, 


Soviet prisoners of war cannot be treated seecrdinz to the rules of the 


Geneva Prisoners of ‘ar Agreement, because the Soviet Union did not participate 


in this, and that this report refers to the decree of the Sovict Union of 

le 7e 1941 concerninz the treatment of prisoners of war, concerninz which the 
Opinion of the Hizh Command of the Wehrmacht, Foreign CounterIntellizence, 
establishes that on essential. points it agrees with the rules of the Geneva 
Prisoners of War agreements It is, however ر‎ characteristic, that in this 
decree it is ordered that non-<cormissioned offieers and enlisted men taken 


prisoners of war 
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nay be put to work for industry and agriculture, inside the camp or out- 
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side, and that the only restriction is that the use of prisoner of war 
labor is forbidden e a) in the conbat area, b) for personal needs of the 


administration, as well as the needs of other prisoners of wer. (order— 


lies) (sce page 12/13 of the Doc. Book). An order rostrictin: the uso 


of prisoner of war labor according to Art. 31 and 32 of the Geneva 
Prisoner of War #Teenent is not to be understood fron the abovo-entioned 
comand. It now remains to investigée whether the stipulations of Art. 
31 and 32 of the Genova Prisoner of War Agreesient flow fron general rules 
of International Law, which should be Observed, even if there wore no 
special ruling by treaty, such as the Geneva Rw agreenent represents 
This cannot generally be affirzed. The abdve-nentioned treaty r 609 
> regarded as the pres scription by treaty of a generally valid 

legal concept, if so ir aportant a menber of the fenily of International 
Law as the Soviet Union does not accept a ruling Sf this sort. Prococding 
from this idea, thi employment of Soviet POW in work thet was not for- 
bidden by Art. 31 of the POW Agreenent is not to be objected 
Italian milita ory persons interned i. Gerzany after Italy's fall do not 
come under the rogulations of the Geneva, POW agrc nt since no siete of 
war existed between Germany and Moreover, these nilitery internces 
did not come under the restrict 
Manpower. It nust, however, be pointed out that these Mili tory internees 
are compris j  enużeration by Mr. DEUSS, of POWs occupied in the 
aranent industry. 

In conclusion, the followin- is tid on this points: 

The procurenent وع‎ prison-r ar for the factories was cffected 
exclusively through the Offices of the Genernl Plenipotentiary for Lator 

The control of the proper allocation in accordance 

the POW agreement, depended on the Labor Corin tient Officer 
who in return wos hiriself finally responsible to the Gencra 
matters at the Arr y High Connen It was not possible for tho defendant 
SPEER to hove any influence on Cistribution of prisoners of war and 


their occupation. 
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erticipation of defendant SPEER to unlewful occupation of prisoner of 
night be deduced. These assertions of the Prosecution have reniained 
unproved. 
tne Prosecution has now further brought azainst the 
charge that TODT sa ti at the hezd of which SPEER was plzced in 
February 1942 after Dr. TODT's death, hed used notive workers to buila 
fortifications in the French coestel are: er as th Jl Organization 
concerned, it is a purely civilian institution of tne Generel Construction 
Inspector for road maintainance, It worked 
that is, thet it seve out the construction 
out to privato firus, also to foreten firn 
respective countries, end merely supervised the execution of tho constructions, 
sould underteke the 
otacrwise would 
opposed themselves to the execution of the work. 
Organization enjoyed a certain favor with the 
tO work in 
there, because 


inportant, The workers went volun ily irs yv h were active for the 


~ 3 Ead o 
tae defendant 


Orgenization to obtain this security. 
SPEER during cross-exanination, of 50,000 TODT SA ation workers who were 
rance to Gerueny to repair denages caused t wo West 
ir attacks made such z bad impression on the workers om 


Organization construction sites thet nothings else left ti 
these 50,000 workers back to France, In the meantine 
Orzanization cons ruction sites 
they feared to be taken to Germany sooner or 


up to then they hea regarded enploynent in enterprises which ٦ 


TODT Or-anizetion 
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as surance against an eventual transfor to Germmny. Only the 
‘of the above — mentioned 50,000 workers to France, which was brouzht 

sbout by the defendant SPIER when these infrvournble consequences developed, 
restored the hitherto existing stato of confidence, Here also the 

should be erphasized #hat the fact results from the even 

the Todt Organization workers were free to go where they ۷٣۶ 
asc, thet no coercion was used against them. The consequence 
was thet when the protected plants (Sperrbotrtebc) wore 
France, 11 cnterprises working for the Todt Organization 
rotcctc’ plants and therowith L from the 

other work, 


ہہ 


kers of the Todt Organiznticn were forcod 


1cirwill is ^ wrong interpretation, 


کات ہے ا 7 :1 
.\OLlishe< VIC 6‏ 


construction 
ny oth:r 
territories, every illeerlity is 
here, the fter the conclus 
with France tho la 
Armistice Treaty c rtainly 


stili ties, 


situation, which no longer ٥3423 war, 


however, 


Partners to the armistice, c he question, 


rovulate exclusive ‘ly the situn 


ponces LFrescriptions of the Hague Conven 


sa de 


Re concerning the rostriction thet performance of servicos 


Violnte the 1 oyal ty towords one s own country, 
کے کے و کے لا‎ 7 A ee 
YOCAUSE the Count? longer at ware. Aftor A con 


٥ production of arms ani muni io An no longer be directi 


retiréd from hastilities, but only ngîinst otho: 
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The aforementioned principle of respecting the duty of fnithfulness 


to one's own eountry can in such a case no more be ap: licd, 


It must moreover be pointed out thet the Or-anization Todt 


ms in no way a parn-military organization as has been falsely 
asserted, Apparently this false dssarption has been strengthened 
by the fret thet the Gorman members of the administration of the 
Organization Todt abroad wor a uniform. These people were considered 
Yehrmcht followers, hut on the other hand the lobor ones: 
by the firms nnd the construction workers of the firms وہ‎ 
fenl personnel were in no such relation. 
The repronch cannėt be mde, therefore, that these notive 


۲ 


workers were indircetly incoroi od into a Wehrmecht orga 


A 


A further reproach ng! >t the defendant 

the fact thet prisoncre from concentration camps were omplged in 
the cconomie sector controlled by him. 

this. A nel responsibility 1 1 

A penal responsibility boenuse o ,; does »howevor,‏ .18نا 


ind the test of a legal verifiertion., The emlovnent of convicts 


اح 


p 


for work of an economic noture has always bi 
Germanys It could be carricd out in vari’ « wys, portly 
within the convict-prison itsr ۶ y outside, 
lobor due to the aggravation of the economic 
nocessary to draw upon the 0 ilable in the concentration 
The Prosecution has submitted documents from which ce: 
how much trouble the offices subordinntc to the Reich 
took to use the reserves of labor contained 
for the construction 
SFER has sunplicd infor 


oO 


Court on 20/21 June rernrding 
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sencing towards building up a separate armament industry of his own, 
subordinate to nim only, which would have had the result that any control 
over the production of arms in these intended SS plants would have becone 
impossible, so thet the SS could have provided themselves with weapons 
without the army or any other offices being able to control them. The 
efencent SPEER successfully fought against this. It was azreed that 
ALLER would release a part of the inmates of the concentration caps to 
in the armenent industry. Hereby the inmates of the concentration 
en improvement of tneir situation, since in the first place 
the nigher food rations provided for workuen or for those 
lon. shifts or heavy work, as n een i à by witness RICKS; 
Morcover, they left the large concentration caups, cud were no 
working hours, but in the plents they were subject to 
the control of foremen end skilled workuen appoint 
true thet to evoid trans 
were orected near tho plants or workin; pleces where they were enploye 
and these were not sccessible to the control of tue plent 
of the defendant SPUER, 
he offices in cherge of tho 
conditions prevailing in such camps neither the plant 
the offices of the defendent SPEER can be hold responsible if abuses occured 
there. n general, as attested by the letter of the depart nen 
of 7 Way 1944 to the défendent SPETR (doc.book II, pege 88), the innates 
preferred work in such plants to en occupstion given by tne 
of the concentration canp itself; and SCHIZBIR quite clesrl 
letter that for these reasons aore roon snoul’ be given to 
concentretion camp inmates, in order to improve their lot. 
states that the number of concentration camp jn 
industry amounted to 36,000 and that this figure was decreasin.. 
tais the defendant's assertion at his intoryocation thet the total number of 
concentration camp workers euployed in the armament industry amounted to ly 
of the total nuzber of workuen viiployed in the whole arneno 


calculated too nighe Of 4.9 million workien 
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engaged in the final processing ^f armaments the figure of 36.000 
represents only 7 per thousand. The number of coneentration camp 
innates employed in the armament industry represents a very erall 
part of the total labour employed in the final processing of 
armaments, that is of the total labor employed in the plants 


manufacturing finished products. 


These ficures show how misleading the assumption of the 
presceution is, that the employment of such prisoners in the armament 
industry had resulted in an increased demand for such labor, amd that 
this increased demand wes satisfied by the sending into concentration 
cemps of persons who under normel conditions would never have 
come there. The opinion that the fact of the employment of prisoncrs 
from concentration camps in the armanent industry led to an increase 
in tho nunber of concentration camp innates is disproved by the alrcady 
mentioned letter of Schieber (Exh, No, 6, page 88) and by his testimony, 

alse submitted as Exh, No. 37, doc. 51. According to this, 
the omploynent of concentration camp Annates in the arnarient industry 
occuned for the first tine in the autumn of 1943 and the number of 
prisoners employed there reached its peak with the maximum figure of 
3300 in March 19%: and fron that time on not only did not increase, 
but on the enntrary deereascd, The conclusions nf the prosecttion 
in no way bear examinations Not even the proof has been brought 
forward that SPEER had attempted -to have people sent to the 
concentration camps. 

At his interrogation the defendant admitted that everywhere 
Germany people were afraid of being sent to a concentration camp. 
dread in the prpulation of concentration camps was quite justified 
it depended only on the judgment of the police authorities led by 
whether a person was sent to a concentration camp or not, further 


therewas not legel authority which might have made it possible to eheeck 


the charges resulting in transfer to a concentration camp and finally, ond 


this 1s the main reason, because it lay entirely within the discretion of 


the concentration cap authorities to decide for how long one was to be 


sent to a concentration camp. 
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Tho Prosecution hes further asserted thet SPEER went on having concentre 
cam inmetos omployed in industry efter he hed obt- ined knowlodgo of the 
conditions prev'iling in the Meutheusen ecem frome visit hc mede thore. 
That this wes not the cese is proved by the evidenco of tho defendant on 
this point. As it wes only >. hurricd visit, the purpose of which ws merely 

struct the comp edministretion to desist from tasks undorteken in dofiene 
tho prohibition of which servod ~urcly po*cetime purposes, and instead 
of this to place lebor £t the disrosel of the erm ment industry, the defend 
PEIR could only obtein a, 
this foint his evidence my be refcrred to. 
Moreover through witnosses for the prosecution deteiled reference hes 
fect thet during such visits to concentration camps by 
of high standing the cemps wore shown from the bost side only, 
nd thet any signs of etrocitios ctc.wore cercfully removed, so thet the 
visitor should not get 2 bed impression of the cemp (ef. statonont of witner 
1546). 
with this .uwection wo will deel with the further roeproac; 
tho Prosocution, which asserts thet SPEER hed epproved of the uso of Hun; 
Joys es labor fcr the construction of the bomtproof agroplene fectorics 
ordered by HITLER. In respect to this, reference m be made he evidenc 
of tho witnoss MIL6H and thet of the witness FRANCK. -M I stated thet SPEE 
who wes ill 2t thet tino, strenlzl: opposed these constructions, but thet 


۰ ہہ مم 


EITLIR, who demanded the underteking of the work, geve tho commission 


Dorsch, the loader of tho Orgenizetion Todt (OT), to 
cerry thon out..So thet the controvorsy between HITLER end SPEIR should 
not become known to outsiders, Dorsch officially romeined subordinato to 
SPER, but in this matter he hed to doal directly with HITLER alone 2nd wes 
inmedi>tely subordinste to him. In his ovidence MILCH further st ted thet 
thoso building in ions were nover ectuelly cerricd out. I havo submitted 


HITIER's order to SPEER of 21 April 1944 es Bxh.No. 34, peage 52 document bo 


mis ordor clo*rly shows thet HITTER 
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shows Dorsch as being directly responsible to him, shce the pp 
ment of SIER, who wns given the duty of -djusting these building 
tasks to the building plans under him, wes of a purely formal nature. 


ziven by Field Mars. 11 MILCH is thus confirmed by this 


COT چود‎ 


support the opinion of the Prosecution that the cefondant SiR 
d contributed to sending people to concentration comps, 


is quoted which was mide at a sitting of the Control ilanning 808 


of 10 October 1942 on the question of shirkers,. In this co one 
must look .t the evidonce of the defondrnt SPEER in the witness—dox, 


n which he declared that won this statement no 


رہہ ہم 


cor" is 
stay way from work under the protcx 
or evon without 
economic warfare did 


every 1.152516 way to 


nan 


آ0 
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en obligetion for the employer to use disciplinery peneltics; in perticuler’ 

grevo cesos indood the trustoe of production could ask for court punishment. 

Based on this deerec sentonces could be pronounced providing for trensfer 

to 2 workor's training cmp for = torm of 56 deys., Only in oxcoptionelly 

grove eases of infrectioneof the working lew did the ٥ of tho Generel 

Flonipot: 

cme It must hore be mentioned thet this decroo wes enpplicablo both 

and forcigen workers in the seme wi ir in no ا‎ E workers 
difforontly. In tho eross-oxminetion of defendant SAUCIEL the Fronc) 

Prosecution procuđe the docum 6 , sitting ٥ AUCIS lebor euthori’ 

et the Wartburg. At this < ng TURM tho spocieli on 

lebor law et the Generel Plenty ry for 0 onnitnent, gavo e. lectur, 

on the punishment of workmen L it w ) ) shed that only en 

infinetisdimel’l. percontege of worke 1 to D 210560 to ponel punishment 

But from this 0 t sé het the ۶08 7/7 as brought forwerd 

for tho essortion thet,es © conse uence of SAUCIZI 

the concentretion com sà c p o tl e, conclusive procf 


tr: 


mk contributed by en, 


> 


ly, tho dofondant SPI 
tho filling of concentration c2mps, In his stetoment 
22 Mey 19-4 e 42 doc. book, USA Exh, 
“ut thet the osceped prisoners of wer who wore ayprohonder 
ho plico head to be brought straight beck to their work. Fron this remerk 
tho basic attitude of the defondent SPHUK who did not went to soe 
rod prisoners of wear thrown into e con entretion cam, but dom-nded thet 
bo immedietoly incorporated into industry. So fer the Frosecution hes 
not beon eble to bring forward 2 proof thet will stand the tost for the 


essortion thet SPUER hed the concontretion emps filled, in order to obtein 


labor from thom. 
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during the hearing of evidence I had ample opportunity to state the activities 
of the defendant SPEER during the last phases of the war from June 19h, 

I can, therefore, confine myself to proving now in regard to this detailed 
chronolozical description that the entire testimony of SPEER is covered 
alnost in its entirety by testimonies of other witnesses and by Cocuments. 
Zhe smitten deposition: ained fron readinz before 
the court, run along entirely the some lines, althouzth the witnesses carne 


H 


fron different camps md expressed themselves in a corplitely unbiazed 


Bezinning with June 1944, the covendant SPEER readily reported to HITLER 
on the situation of his armament preduction and pointed out vigorously at the 
that the wer ; of prođuction were 
ontinuce 
proved by the memoranduris of SPEE > HITLER subnitted as SPEER 
lube 15) 20, Ql, 22, 23 1d 2h. As stated by the witness General 


GUDERIAN, Chief of the General Staff of the Arny (compare Question 6, page 


> 


سس چا 


309 OL. $ document book SI J) HITLER defined since the end of January 1945 
any such information as: hish treason and subjected št to correspond inf 
punishments Nevertheless, it appears also from the deposition of GUDERIAN 
(Question 9, paze 179, Ve POSER, question 22, page 11) SPEER stated clearly 
timc md azain to HITLER as well as to GUDERIAN his opinion about the prospects 


a 


of the vars 

HITLER had forbidden especially to inform third persons about the true 
situation of the ware Notwithstandin: this, SPEER informed, after the 
severest orders of destruction had been issued by HITLER, the Geuleiters and 
the ComnandereineChief of various army zroups, that the war was lost and 
achioved thus that HITLER's policy of destruction was at 
preventede This is evident from the testimonies of the witnesses HUPPFAUER, 


KEMPF and von POSER (HUPFAUER, Qe 24, paze 138; KEMPF, fe 10, paze 171; ve 


POSER , Qe 6 ? paze 4 ) 7 
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HITLER declared to SPEER on 29.3.45 that the latter would have to 
take the consequences customery in such cases, if he continued to 
declare that the war is lost, i.e. to be shot. This conversation is 
contained in the testicony of the witness KEMPF (Q. 10, page 171). 
In spite of it SPEER travelled already 2 days afterwards to SZYSS~ 
INQUART (on 1 April 1945),in order to explain also to hin that the 
war was lost.... The witness SEYSS-INQUART and the witness 8081 
(Interrogation 11 June 1946, Goren minutes, page 11216, witness 
SCHWEBEL, interrogation 14 June 1946, page 11482 of the German 
c§etted .) stated here una nimously that this conversation with SPIER 
f l1 April 45 oc sioned the ferences of SEYSS- 
Chief of the Gonors] Staff of Goner:] BISENHOWSsR, General S] 
This led finally to the handing over of undestroyed Holland 
Allies. On 24 April l 
viven up, as is evident from the testi 
Ye 223, 6 نا جا‎ 
SPEER on 29 April 45. (Docunent 3569-PS, rage 
Book). 
The American chief prosecutor, Chief Justice JACKSON has therefore 
been obliged to confirm to the defendant SPEER during his cross- 


سد وہر ےہ سے 


exaiina tion, that he evidently was the only ian who told t 
the whole truth. 
The representatives of the prosecution have produced no cvidence 

of “industries the 
that destructions/took place in Poland,/Balkans, Czechoslovakia, 
France, Belgium, Hollend have been destroyed during the German 
rotreat. 
This is in the first place a merit of the defendant SPEER who preventer 
the destruction of the industries of these countries as ordered by 
HITLER, portly even through a false interpretation of existing orders. 
That SPEER was convinced as carly as in switer 1944 that these 


destructions should be prevented in the general Buropoan interest, is 


evident from the testimony of the witness von POSER (Q. 2, pages 1/2, 
Q» 22, pages 10/17 
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It would have been easy, by relevant execution of the orders, هن‎ 
completely 4 
cripple/the industries of hizh standinz of Central furope and of the 


occupied Western “uropean countries for 2 =- 3 years md with it the entire 
industrial production md civilized life of these pecples, in fact to make 
rebuilding by own force quite impossible for years to comes 
The witness SEYSS-INQURT has stated (testimony of 11 June 46, paze 
11210 of the German Protocol) that the prepared destruction of only 14 points 
in Holland would have absolutely destroyed the basis of existence of this 
countrys The destruction of all power plants in these countries would have 
produgei a. similar effect as in 191 the destruction by the Soviets of 2 = 
had 
power plants in the Donetz territory/showme It was not until 1943 that 
production there could start a:aine Similar and still further reachinz 
consequences had to be expected from the carrying out of HITLER's orders on 
the European continente 
After the success of the invasion of these occupied territories SPEER 

gave the authorization to undertake no destructions, as is conf 
witnesses Ve POSER, KEMP LIEBE KEHRL, ROHLAND, SEYSS-INQUART, HIRSCHFE 

in SPEER document 16, (KEHRL for the Balkans, Qe 12, paze 112; SCHIEBER for 
Usper-Italy Qe 25, De 119; ROHLAND for Iuxembonrs and lorraine, Qe 5, De 1573 
KEMPF for the Balkans, CzechowSlovakia, Polish-Upper-Silesia, France, Belziun. 
Holland, Luxembourg, Qe 10, pe 1683 SEYSS-INQUART for Holland, 11 June 1946, 
Pe 11210 of Protocl; HIRSCHFELD for Holland, testimony 1) June 46, pe 11462; 
Ve POSER for France, Belzium, Czecho-Slovakia, Upper-Italy, Hungary, the 


Balkans, Poland )e 
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Immediately after the appointient of the co-defendant De 
successor to HITLER, he submitted to him orders prohi 
destruction in the still occupied territories of Norway, Czcecho- 
Slovakia and Holland, as well as Wehrwolf activities, as is shown 
in the testimony of the witnesses von POSER and KEMPF (Poser Qe 22, 
pe 11; KEDE Q. 10, p. 173). 
Although SPEER had no direct authority for carrying out the 
destruction of industries in the occunied torritorics, he had to 
accomplish this task at his own responsibility and through 

ics within the borde: the so-called Greater German Reiche 


Ee had to keep, 


lanando 
QOLLU ed 


HlilpraAll mR 
HUPLAU EA, 


(Hupfauer, Qe 


immortant docu 
to HITLER of 29 Merch 45 


SPLIR ropeats acnin HITLER's 


1 ee 


18 March 45. - This docużzent shows clearly the 


nind todestrny completey the 


Mhs 3 E ھی‎ ma و کے‎ r s ۶ 
this docunent should be especially rich in i 


HITLER's tine for any future historian. 
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In connection therewith follows the evidence {£ the General Colonel GUDERTAN 
who certifies that in February 1915 HITLER 
with that of the German people, 


a wished by all methods to continve this. senseless fizht 


3. ordered the reckless desi ion of all things 


(GUDERIAN Question 3, paze 


the demolition ¢ 


f March 194) SPEER-considering this. wer 


Already since the middle of 

was determined to undertake everythinz in order to maintain 
urzent vital necessities for the German people, as can be confirn 
witness ROHLND. (Question 8, paze 
Notwithstanding the zrowing danzer, he repeated this determination with 
increasinz urgency to his collaborators as the 
end SUHL can certify for the months of 

STAHL, KEMPF, von POSER, ROHLAND and HUPF..UER for the critical 

period from February 1945 onwardse (HUPFLUER, Fr, 2l, p23 35, ROHLAND 
question 5, page 156, question 8, page 159, STAHL question 
KEMPF question 10, pazes 167 - 168; von POSER, question 6, paze he) 
Numerous orders of SPEER dealing with the preservation of Industrial plants 
issued between September 1944 until the end of March 1945 can be submitted 
to the Tribunal without any gapsSe They were at first partly issued without 
HITLER's authorisation, but until Febo 1945, by a clever use of HITLER'S 
hope that these territories could be reconquered, were subsequently 
approved by hine 
The testinonies of the witnesses ROHLAND, KEMPF and von POSER, as well as 
SPEER 's numerous) memoranda regarding the war situation prove, that he 


without sharing it profited by HITLER's illusion in order bù prevent 


these demolitions 
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Since the beginning of February 1945 HITLER no longer lent his ear to any 
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such argumentation. The introduction to his demolition orders of 19.345 

On the contrary, show that he considered it necessary to oppose actively such 
arguientation. In frls ders as those of 30 March 1945 (Speer Exhibit 29 
page 81 Doc. Book) to all industrial plants, as well as those of 4 April 1945 
for all sluices and dams, SPEER gave instructions ¬ contradictory to the 
intentions of the orders submitted by HITLER - not to undertake any industrial 
demohkitions. This likewise is corroborated by the witnesses KEF, 

and ROHLAND (ROHLAND question 25, pages 157/158, KEMPF question 10, 


167, 168, 169, 173, 173, von POSER question 2, page 2 question g 


question 6, page 9و ا9‎ 


During the nonth of March the executive power for the demolitio f industrial 


plants and of other objects of value was 


isubordination, 
orders. 
by clever planning he withdrew the 
of the Gaulciters - which was 
ROHLAND (ROHLA:D question 6, page 15 KEF question page را‎ von POSER 
question 3, page 3, question DAZE 1) = and eve o 
called industrial oxplosives should no longer 
the statement of the witness KERL, the chief 
of SPHERS Ministry. (KEHRI 
It seems important that SPEER had urgently drawn HITLEA's attention to the 
consoqucnces which the demolitions would have for the German people, as 
hown in SP) ER'ssubmitted memorandum dated 15 March 1945 (SPEER Exhibit 2 
In this SPEER, for example, has established that by the planned domolition of 


industrial plants and idges, in the Ruhr for instance, the 


of Gornany by her ow 2s eftor this wr would be made inpossil 





UMN 


(Page 47 of orige) 

It is without doubt mainly to SPEER's credit that the industrial 
reconstruction of Western and Central Zurope can pmeress already 
» and thet in France, Belgium and Holland according 

test reports, production has already reachcd the level of 
time production of 1938, 
STEER was the 
eC. the factories 


mission center thr 


trial how in an au 


carry out 


were‏ 8ت 


Nevertheles- his efforts we 


> 


ine numerous conferences, which 


r 


military commanders are testified 


5, au stion 12 x 
T is SPESES liaison officer with 


mpanied him on all trip 
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These conferences wore only partially succossful. Finally in tho middle 

of March 1945 tho Chiof of the Goneral Staff of the Army Generaloberst 

GUDERIAN and SPIER tried on tho latter's proposal to obtain 8ص2177‎ 

aercoment to alter his demolition ordors regarding bridges, as is confirmed 
Genoraloberst GUDERIAN (question 1, pag Yemof question 


but without success. 


r” issuod on 6 Avril 1945 6 orders in the 
t of tho Suoremo Command of the Wehrmacht which should 
gos of important railway lines in the 


1. 


the entire uh (7717 Thoso unauthorized orders we 


antoo cf sufficicn 
retions for ths harves 
wests for 860 
be sudersaded 
situation 


the occupation 


Ministry of 
111, SUPFAUER 
gvestion 10, 
INQUART 11.6.1945 


10/11, NIECES ee es say sxamination 


at 


LG Ad 


LER, induced by his close collaborato 
lat renewed کر ا‎ E Party Arae s would use 


zas in the fll of 1944 and then in the soring cf 1945 wore justi- 
ho opposed this doterminodly as itis proved in his cra sexa mination 
ے8‎ prosceutor Justice JACKSON and by the testimony of the witness 


(BRANDT Question 2, page 186, question 3, page 186). 
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Specrs statement, that out of this apprebension he had shut down 
the German poison Gas production as early as Novenber 194: was 
confirmed by the witness SCHIZSER (Question 23, p. 119) Speer at 
the sane tine established that the military authorities :نا‎ 02110118 37 


opposed such a plan. 


Finably since the end of February 19-5 the 
tried by the planning of a conspiracy, to bring the war quickly to 


an end. 


The staenents of the witnesses STAHL and von POSER (question 2 
Pe 183/128 Stahl question 21, Pe 9 von Poser) show that Speer had 
planned other forced measures. Chief Justico Jackson likewise has 
established {n the course of,Spcers crossoxanination, that the 
prosecution knew of further Plans, which were to be executed under 


Speer's leadership, 


00 
Speers political attitude, apart fron all these activities, is 


le) In Speers nenorandun adåre 
ihe 1, the defendant establishes that Sornann and Goebbels rar! 
hin estranged fron the Party and hostle to it, and that a 
continued collabora ton would be impossible, Should he and his 


collaborators be judged by Party-political measures. 
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2.) In their Governments list of 20 July 1944 the Putachists 
quoted Speer as Armanont Minister and as the only Minister of the 
2716167346 Systen, as the witnesses OHLENDORY, KEY F, and STAHL stated. 


(Kenpf question 9, Pp. 167, Stahl question l, De 189, OHLENDORF) 


Would these circles have proposed Speer as Minister, if he had 
not beon considered an honest and unpolitical expert in Germany and 
abroad? Is not merely the fact, that he, as one of the closest 
collaborators of Hitler, was chosen for this post, a further proof 


for the high respect which the opposition this paid 7 


(Roc. 3569-PS, p.87 Document Book) 
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Honors ble Judces, 


Lot mo say a few more fundement*1 words about the SI 
itself. When the defendent took over the offiwe of Minister at the ego of 36, 
country wes in a lifo snd doath strugelo. He could not ovede tho tesk with 

boon chergod. Ho doveted his ontiroa onorgy to tho solution of tho 
task, which scomed almost unsclveblo. Tho succossos which he obtrinod there 
did not cloud his view to tho actuel condition o hing Too late ho ro lized 

t Hitlor was not thinking of his 
HITLER wrote the 
the fact that 


could contie 


kor ٤ 
brutel sg 


a. 
nC. 


act. SFEXR hed t 


lobody will bo 


feto, 





